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Note:  ex post facto law may NOT be used in any criminal prosecution!

At any time where ex post facto is at any time used in a criminal prosecution, such law must as a matter of legal fact be, and is, VOID!

There are a number of problems at this point.  First, the process of “nunc pro tunc” (now as then) often used by a court to enter such things as a minute entry or order inadvertently omitted to “nunc pro tunc” an entire book back an entire year, and in this case, over a year judging by the date where the “edition” was actually published into the public domain, making it true (supposed) public law at such time.  To do so would be a use of the powers of nunc pro tunc for a purpose and scope for which it was not intended except the same be construed as fraud, particularly when that intent can be manifestly seen as an effort to cover up another fraud.

To use the power of nunc pro tunc as an official proceeding requires that the term itself be noticed as to its use.  Otherwise, such use of nunc pro tunc when used outside of the purpose of its intended power and scope of its ability would at best be considered as “de facto nunc pro tunc.”  “De facto means something that is or is done as a matter of fact, but is not of legal effect or force and therefore not considered to be of legal fact.

The fact is, as a result of the 1954 year with the proposed 1955 revised date presentment, this becomes merely a statement of nunc pro tunc, or “now as then.”  This procedure, just as in a court proceeding where nunc pro tunc may be used, simply indicates that the action (in this case the illegal action) is to start from this point as being entered into the record, but it was really done now for “then,” hence nunc pro tunc.

You cannot nunc pro tunc an entire book of law back an entire year, except as a matter of fraud.  The de facto nunc pro tunc here is saying that it is presented now for its future effect while proposing by the year of 1954 to have a past effect, having been revised (rewritten – the writing of something already written), and is now provided to the public for then.   Unless one understood the principle of nunc pro tunc, particularly one that is imposed de facto, one might not have caught back then this very sophisticated misuse of the law.  A de facto nunc pro tunc action would be difficult even today to spot, and if used in conjunction with any legal proceeding, or one in which a legal action requiring due process of law must rely on, is always an element of an ongoing fraud.

If we were to reverse the “nunc pro tunc” strategy, for example, and proclaim “then as now,” we would discover that there was nothing then (no actual 1954 book so titled in 1954) so there could be nothing now, which would yield the foregone conclusion that the entire issue of the edition was issued as an illusion, which illusion would constitute cover up, or fraud.   This condition, if anything, is worse than the one proposed by a de facto nunc pro tunc, for it literally has nothing to offer where nothing was to begin with.

Thus we must forcibly go back to nunc pro tunc as the better of the two evils, although the IRS still fares no better under this condition either, for under nunc pro tunc, even de facto, it becomes an effort to force the “now,” and hereafter (“future effect”) upon “then” (“1954”) and as such renders the issue of the proclaimed law as an issuance of ex post facto law, or law that is void ab initio by way of its intended use, or for criminal enforcement if it was needed to be (so used).

Second, when a law is passed in the vein of ex post facto (retro active law), although there are some who argue that ex post facto is allowable when the effect or result is only civil, it is a firmly considered fact that such a exception does not exist where such usage has as its final effect a criminal prosecution, even if the enforcement of such law to that extent originally evolved into a Blue Law, or law just not enforced to the maximum scope for which it was designed.  Thus, the effect of this particular ex post facto law is that the entire CFR book, from start t finish, is absolutely INVALID, OR VOID.

The “54 edition” did exist – but only in their minds.  Since a law that existed only in the minds of its proclaimers at the time of its intended effect cannot be regarded or reviewed by the public, it cannot be established as being or having been public law.

Even though the book containing the retroactively proposed law may have been in the minds of its authors, such book, when its final result or effect is to, directly or indirectly, support a criminal prosecution, it must be considered as ex post fact as prohibited by Article I, Section 9, Clause 3 of the Constitution, and must be VOID!

Third, as you will see coming up, the Preface of this volume claims for various reasons that – since the 1954 Title was unable to be released in 1954 (a bold confession) – both the 1955 and 1954 Titles (or 2 Titles) were released at the same time.

There were no separate books, one 1954 and one 1955, each with that exclusive title, released in either 1955 or 1956!  Neither does the book volume represented above have two titles on it; only one title exists, and a date or revision by itself does not constitute a separate title.  Additionally, if you could somehow pretend that there were two titles on the book, which there are not, you would still have the problem that there are not two title divisions of unique material INSIDE the book!

This is a further condition of fraud, and it’s repeated use constitutes, not only the attempt, but the factual condition of “mass brainwashing” to the same extent that Nazism exhibited under Hitler.

Consequently, we have two counts of fraud and one count of ex post facto invalidity due to, minimally, its ultimate usage or legal effect as criminal.

Three counts of invalidity equals to three strikes, and as the saying goes, three strikes and you’re out!

